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II.— THE ODYSSEY UNDER HISTORICAL SOURCE- 
CRITICISM. 1 

It would be hard to name a philological work of greater sugges- 
tiveness and reach than Kirchhoff's Odyssee. The negative and 
destructive criticism of Bekker bore rich and positive fruit in this 
contribution of his pupil to Homeric criticism. In spite of the 
incompleteness of its results and the too frequent self-complacency 
of its method, the work has become the rallying ground for those 
students of Homer who are neither " Einheitshirten" nor "Klein- 
liederjager." It has called forth an immense literature of attack 
and defense ; but that its main views still hold their ground may 
be seen from the fact that so discreet and excellent a manual as 
Jebb's Introduction to Homer adopts them: "I believe, with 
Kirchhoff, that the original ' Return ' existed in an enlarged 
Ionian form, before the present, or finally enlarged, form was 
given to it by another and later Ionian hand " (p. 172). 

As compared with the Iliad, the Odyssey gets rather step- 
motherly treatment, on the whole, in Professor Jebb's Introduc- 
tion, and in no particular more plainly than in the omission of all 
reference whatever, either in text or bibliography, to the brilliant 
work of Wilamowitz. This, too, like that of Kirchhoff, is a work 
of genius, and, like Kirchhoff, Wilamowitz is almost as valuable 
in what he fails to establish as in what he establishes. So fruitful 
are both writers in suggestions. 

Starting from Kirchhoff's analysis of the Odyssey, and adopt- 
ing in the main his principles of criticism, but working them out to 
conclusion more in detail, Wilamowitz has succeeded in modifying 
somewhat the main positions of his predecessor, in extending his 
analysis, and especially in utilizing what he had simply cast aside 
as useless interpolation. 

The main results of Kirchhoff's analysis may be broadly 
summed up as follows : 

] 1. Die Homerische Odyssee, von A. Kirchhoff. Berlin, Hertz, 1879. 

2. Homerische Untersuchungen, von U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff. 
Berlin, Weidmann, 1884. 

3. Die Quellender Odyssee, von Otto Seeck. Berlin, Siemenroth, 1887. 
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(i) An old Nostos, a I — 84, <r — ij, 1, X, v 1 — 184. 

(2) The Nostos enlarged, i. e. the foregoing plus v — |, n — ^ 296. 

(3) A compilation of this enlarged Nostos with several poems 
of the same mythical cycle (among them principally the adven- 
tures of Telemachos). 

(4) This compilation edited by the commission of Peisistratos, 
the basis of the received text. 

It is in the first two steps in this historical development of the 
Odyssey that Kirchhoff's views have met with most radical cor- 
rection at the hands of his disciples, Wilamowitz and Seeck. The 
old Nostos and the enlarged Nostos have been shown to be unten- 
able hypotheses. But in the last two steps, though the termi- 
nology of each critic varies, the process of development is sub- 
stantially the same. In fact, it may be said that none of the 
principles of criticism which Kirchhoff brought to bear on the 
analysis of the Odyssey have proved unsound, but the applica- 
tion of them and its results have been improved and extended. 
And the main result of the application of the principles of his- 
torical source-criticism to the Odyssey is the proof that the poem 
as it now stands is a growth from exceeding diversity of source 
and variety or contradiction in detail, to apparent unity, rather 
than from original unity to apparent contradiction. 

The three greatest contributions made by Wilamowitz to the 
discussion are the proof (1) that a, as it stands, belongs together, 
was composed to introduce the whole Odyssey, and differs radi- 
cally from ,3 — 8; (2) that w — a> can be safely analyzed and the 
parts relegated to distinct sources, v being exactly like a in the 
method of its composition, by the same author, and designed to 
serve as connecting link between (p — 8) o — r and <px ', and finally 
(3) that there is no such break in » as Kirchhoff assumed for the 
termination of his old Nostos, but e — £ are substantially continuous, 
or at least based on a continuous source. 

That there are vagaries in the work of Wilamowitz, few will 
deny. Witness his treatment of <r, and of the story of Eumaios 
in £. That his analysis of the Odyssey is correct in detail, none will 
claim, least of all Wilamowitz himself: " Dass mein Endergebniss 
sich voll und ganz sollte behaupten konnen, glaube ich und hoffe ich 
nicht einmal" (p. 5). But he has brought the question under 
intenser light and far on towards its ultimate settlement. For 
comparison's sake his conclusions are subjoined. 

(1) The oldest Odyssey is represented by c — £ (j><rr), whose 
author used as sources : 
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(a) A poem represented by */*, with a Phaiakian n-o/OTij. 

(£) A Kalypso lay, 6. 

(V) A poem represented by 1 and parts of X, in which Odysseus 
related his adventures and how he consulted Teiresias in Hades. 

(jP) A poem of the recognition of Odysseus and Penelope fol- 
lowed by a (lost) suitor-slaughter. 

(2) Younger than this oldest Odyssey, and borrowing largely 
from it, was the Telemachy, represented by j3 — S, o — r (in which 
p — r are almost wholly borrowed from the elder poem), but robbed 
of beginning and ending for purposes of compilation. The end 
probably contained a " vengeance." 

(3) Younger than both the preceding was a poem of Odysseus' 
Revenge, represented by <f> — a>. Its author used the two older 
epics freely, and also, for the Odysseus and Penelope recognition, 
still another source, a very old one, in which Odysseus first slays 
the suitors, and then makes himself known to his servants by the 
scar, and to Penelope by the ireipa. 

(4) Our Odyssey, barring certain late additions, such as the 
Orphic interpolation and the second vtzvia, amounting in all to 
about 500 verses, is the result of a compilation of these three epics. 
Original with this last compiler are: a, 8 620 — e 54±, v 375-81, 
412-28, 439f, £ 158-64, 171-84, o 1-79, Qof., 113-19, 285-495, 
*■ 135-53. 3° 2f -> P 3 1 - 166 . "■ 2I 4~43. r 1-50, 476— v 387, x 205-40, 
249f., ^ iisf., 153-70, » 439-5°- 

Every one familiar with Kirchhoff's Odyssee will see at a glance 
the striking advances claimed by Wilamowitz. Far less refuse is 
left behind as unexplained interpolation ; no poet is longer made 
guilty of such incredible freaks as forgetting his own elaborate 
chronology or main motives ; and vague assignment to indefinite 
sources is sharpened into precision and actual reconstruction. As 
a scientific working hypothesis, to say the least, it is a great advance 
on Kirchhoff's, and yet the suggestion for almost every improve- 
ment may be found in Kirchhotf himself. 

Kirchhoff represented pure philological training, with all its 
minuteness of detail ; Wilamowitz, the rather broader field of his- 
torical philology. The philological historian has now set his hand 
to the work of analyzing the Odyssey, in the hope that the tried 
methods of " Quellenkritik " might carry him nearer the end 
than they had in the hands of Wilamowitz. Professor Seeck's 
book has not been received with much favor as yet in Germany, 
and the Coryphaei in philology are said to speak rather dispar- 
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agingly of it. 1 It is hazardous for the trained historian to enter 
the field of the trained philologian in a country where specialism 
is such a cult as it is in Germany. We believe, however, that the 
historian has in this case done the philologian good service, and 
that the book of Professor Seeck will eventually take high rank 
in Homeric literature. It certainly will repay careful study. 

Like the book of Wilamowitz, it is but a working out of the 
fruitful suggestions of Kirchhoff, and it awards unstinted praise to 
both its predecessors in the field, while yet arriving at materially 
different results. Elaborate and precise, too, as is the statement 
of these results, it makes no claim to finality. " Die Quellen- 
theorie .... muss daher fordernd wirken, sei's auch nur, indem 
sie wiederlegt wird " (Vorrede). 

The analysis begins with the interview between Odysseus and 
Penelope in t. Kirchhoff had already noted that for Odysseus to 
threaten the old nurse, after her discovery of his identity, was not 
natural, and that the episode of the boar-hunt was probably due to 
his enlarger or compiler. His commentary, too, shows distinctly 
a great difference in character between the last part of the book and 
the first in the abundance of compilatory composition. Wilamo- 
witz went further and proved (following Niese) that Eurykleia's 
recognition of her master was originally intended to introduce at 
once a recognition by Penelope (p. 55), and that what follows, 
rudely postponing that recognition, was designed to prepare the 
way for <$> — a with its totally different recognition scene. Seeck, 
in his first chapter (" Die doppelte Erkennung"), strengthens this 
position of Wilamowitz. Two distinct scenes of recognition 
between husband and wife prove two distinct sources. One source 
put the recognition before the slaughter of the suitors, the other 
after it, and in connection with the cleansing of the megaron. A 
compiling poet used portions of both sources. From this basis, 
which, in its general features, may be regarded as secure, Seeck 
proceeds to more penetrating and independent analyses. 

In his second chapter (" Der doppelte Freiermord ") he proves 
conclusively a double source for the ixvr)<jTrjpo<povia of %• The main 

1 Karl Sittl has welcomed the book in the Neue Philologische Rundschau 
(No. 13) ; the writer of the Classical Notes in the Academy (July 2) dis- 
misses it with contempt, and the frequent mercenary fling of the English — 
" who pays for it ? " Niese, in the Wochenschrift fur Classische Philologie 
(No. 41), condemns it severely ; Zarncke, in the Centralblatt (No. 42), 
merely allows it a raison d'etre. 
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lines of his argument are as follows: Penelope's t<5|ov 6ems, in <j>, 
was originally made in complicity with Odysseus and Telemachos. 
Its motive — it has none sufficient as the poem now stands — was to 
get the fatal bow and quiver into the hands of Odysseus while he 
was surrounded by the revelling suitors. The idiotic laugh of 
Telemachos, 1026°., the extreme inconsistency in Penelope's inex- 
plicable conduct, and the express statement of such complicity on 
her part in « 167, can be well explained in no other way. Such 
an agreement between Odysseus and Penelope must have been 
made in that part of the first recognition scene (r) which a com- 
piler omitted in order to adopt the recognition scene of \jr. Pre- 
ceding this last recognition, we must suppose there was a suitor- 
slaughter in which Penelope was not confederate with Odysseus. 
And this can be distinctly traced. Its introduction is at 7r 282ff., 
where Odysseus gives directions (never properly carried out in 
the poem as it stands) to Telemachos for removing all the weapons 
in the megaron out of reach of the suitors, but leaving certain 
ones for themselves. In x, as far as v. 98, the slaughter is effected 
solely with the bow and arrows of Iphitos ; after v. 126, solely 
with the spear. What intervenes between vv. 98 and 126 is clearly 
compilation for purposes of juncture. We can distinguish, there- 
fore, in the sources of the present Odyssey, a recognition scene 
between Odysseus and Penelope followed by an archery-slaughter 
of the suitors, and a spear-slaughter of the suitors followed by 
another and a different recognition scene between Odysseus and 
Penelope. 

Many of the steps in this argument were furnished Seeck by 
his predecessors, and Kirchhoff plainly suggests a double source 
for the ixvrjo-rripcHpovia (p. 525). To the complicity of Penelope with 
Odysseus in the coquette scene (<r 2o6ff.), Wilamowitz (p. 58f.) and 
even K. L. Kayser (Horn. Abh. p. 41) bear testimony. But the 
thorough distinction of the two sources and their satisfactory 
characterization is due to Seeck, and this will probably be widely 
regarded as an important contribution to the discussion. There are 
some weak points in his argument, mainly in his refutation of 
possible objections. For instance, the weeping of Penelope at sight 
of her husband's bow (<£ 55ff.), such a natural touch if that husband 
is still believed to be far away or lost, is explained (p. 12) as due to 
anxiety about the issue of her plot. But the swineherd and goat- 
herd weep, too, at sight of the bow (<£ 82f£). They are not held 
to be in the secret, and the poetical motives are clearly the same. 
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This is a fair instance of a fault which pervades the book of Seeck. 
In his anxiety to refute every possible objection against a position 
already supported by strong arguments, he uses weak arguments. 
It is, however, an honest fault. 

After the two sources for the ixvrja-Trjptxpovla are thus securely dis- 
tinguished, certain corroborative arguments may be urged with 
force. Seeck is perhaps too much inclined to take advantage of 
their force in establishing the distinction (pp. i8f£). The archery- 
slaughter (Bogenkampf) and the spear-slaughter (Speerkampf) 
show different customs, culture and religion; a difference to be 
measured by centuries rather than years. In all respects the 
spear-slaughter is the younger. The older poem may therefore 
have served the younger as source, either mediately or immedi- 
ately, probably the latter. The elaboration of, these points is able 
and conclusive, though suffering somewhat from the noble fault 
already mentioned. For instance, the argument from the relative 
age of the use of bronze and iron, bronze characterizing the older 
poem and iron the younger (p. i8f.), is weakened by the fact 
(admitted p. 279, note) that ovpavos has the epithet <nSij/xos only in 
that part of the Odyssey assigned to the older poem. 

With these two fragments of two distinct sources for our Odys- 
sey, Seeck now proceeds to reconstruct those sources by adding 
whatever other passages in our Odyssey exhibit the same or 
harmonious general characteristics and poetical purposes, and by 
surmising the probable contents of gaps that cannot thus be filled. 
He deals with single verses or groups of verses which mar the unity 
of the poem after the manner so ably suggested and acted upon by 
K. L. Kayser. What the old builders like Aristarchos rejected and 
athetized is now become the head-stone of the corner, in that it is 
the verses involving contradictions and discrepancies which are 
most surely not the work of any compiler. The first fragmentary 
source, the archery-slaughter, is reconstructed in chapter III, 
" Die Odyssee des Bogenkampfes," pp. 23-83. 

Beginning is made with r 53~477+ (<t> 5-355. 359— x 22 > 26-98), 
i. e. the first avayvapiopos and the rogov diois. Even from this nucleus 
some later accretions can be taken. They are the boar-hunt, 
T 399-466, the history of the bow of Iphitos, cf> 14-38, and the 
mythological simile, <j> 295-304. The first addition to this nucleus 
is the insulting throw of Antinoos, p 328-504. The first act of 
Odysseus' vengeance is the slaying of Antinoos, who is thus 
recognized as the hero's chief enemy. This makes it antece- 
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dently probable that the special provocation to this vengeance 
in the hurling of the stool at Odysseus by Antinoos belonged to 
the same poem. The probability becomes certainty when it is 
seen that the rore of <f> 99 must refer to an event of the same day. 
But the verse then contradicts the chronology of the present 
Odyssey, and is shown thereby to be original, and not added by 
compiler or arranger. Further supports for this connection are 
found (1) in the prophetic <j>r)p.Ji of p 496f., revealing the poet's 
intention to have vengeance for the insult follow that very day ; 
(2) in Penelope's prayer (p 494) to Apollo, who is the patron deity 
of this oldest Odyssey instead of Athene ; (3) in the clear implica- 
tion in p 366ff., at the meal whose close is the suitor-slaughter, 
that Odysseus had not begged in the megaron before. 

A process of exclusion from this oldest source is now exercised 
upon the remaining two throws at Odysseus, the Iros episode, and 
the first Melantho episode, successfully, it would seem, in the case 
of all except the Iros episode. The objections urged against this 
are (1) that there is contradiction between the statement of Anti- 
noos, <p 29 if., that no other beggar besides Odysseus had such 
privileges as he among the suitors, and the description of Iros 
" als ein bekannter Gast des Konigshauses" (p. 31) ; and (2) the 
fact that in the Iros episode Antinoos plays the role of patron of 
Odysseus (<r 436°.), whereas in the original source he is his con- 
stant tormentor. But nothing in the present form of the poem 
places Iros on a level with Odysseus in privilege among the 
suitors. On the contrary, the opening verses of 0- distinguish 
him sharply as the town-beggar of Ithaka. And as to the patron- 
izing tone toward Odysseus assumed by Antinoos in a-, it is keenly 
ironical, and prompts to what bade fair to be defeat and disaster. 
The general tone of the Iros episode might better be relied on to 
stamp it as a late extension of an original action that was terrible 
in its brevity and directness. 

This process of exclusion brings the throw of Antinoos into close 
proximity to his death, and nothing is found in the beggar scenes 
more appropriate to intervene between the two than the famous 
coquette scene of Penelope, which is of such supreme importance 
both in Kirchhoff and Wilamowitz, as well as in Seeck, for fixing 
an original variety of sources. The archaeology of the author is 
sadly at fault when he locates (p. 36) the SaXa/tos or treasure 
chamber in the second story, and his junction of <r 303 and <j> 5 is 
an impossible one, though they may have been originally sepa- 
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rated by mere transition verses. Still, on the whole, the maltreat- 
ment of the beggar (already known as Odysseus to Penelope) 
and the accumulated gifts of the suitors, are ingeniously adopted 
to furnish immediate occasion for the t6£ov &W. But the 
coquette scene has two features, as Seeck fully admits, which 
make it impossible to attach it directly in this way to the archery- 
slaughter, viz. the controlling and directing presence of Athene, 
who is not the deity of the oldest source, and the motive given by 
the poet for her appearance before the suitors in her desire to 
warn Telemachos of danger. To escape the force of these objec- 
tions, Seeck supposes that the scene, originally a taking feature of 
the archery-slaughter, was adopted and worked over by the 
author of the spear-slaughter, to whose different purposes such a 
role given to Athene and such a conference of Penelope with 
Telemachos became necessary as links of connection, links of 
such imperfection as to be now easily recognizable. 

But surely such a proceeding, even though ingenious, is quite 
arbitrary, and proves nothing more than a possibility. It makes 
it possible to assign any objectionably youthful feature in a desired 
elder source to a reworking of that source by a poet whose dis- 
tinctive characteristics make it seem objectionably young. This 
is merely transferring tokens of distinction to suit an assumed 
criterion. It is a mode of argument which abounds in all the 
following reconstructions, and is one of the prime elements of 
uncertainty in the conclusions of the book. 

It will be instructive to compare the treatment of the coquette 
episode in Kirchhoff, Wilamowitz, and Seeck. Kirchhoff (antici- 
pated by Kayser, Horn. Abh. p. 41) points out the inconsistencies 
in the scene, and draws the general conclusion that they prove an 
imperfect adaptation to a new context from an elder and simpler 
source (p. 518). His restoration of the original form consists 
simply in removing vv. 281-283, 291-301, 303, which he considers 
the work of his " Fortsetzer," but the rest as " Bestand eines 
alteren Liedes." Wilamowitz very fairly criticises this solution of 
the difficulty (p. 33) as only partial, and as retaining unexplained 
the great inconsistency between Penelope's avowed motive for 
going into the presence of the suitors and what she says to 
Telemachos after she gets there. To Wilamowitz the episode is 
a light and playful parody on the type of the chaste and discreet 
Penelope, composed in the vein of the author of the loves of 
Ares and Aphrodite in 6, and incorporated into the poem by a 
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late editor, the author of a, by means of vv. 214-243, which 
betray his manner. To Seeck, the episode comes from a poem 
in which Odysseus was already known to his wife, and is part of 
a preconcerted plan on their part to introduce naturally the t6£ov 
&Vis and the vengeance. Its inconsistencies are due to elements 
incorporated into it by the author of a younger poem, who wished 
to get the benefit of its attractiveness, although in his poem 
husband and wife had not yet recognized each other, and of course 
laid no plans for vengeance. Kirchhoff, as so often, states the 
problem clearly, and the necessity of some solution. In pro- 
posing a solution, however, he is not so successful. Wilamowitz 
propounds a brilliant working hypothesis, assuming a wide range 
of immediate sources. Seeck modifies the hypothesis, assuming 
a limited and definite number of immediate or mediate sources. 

Equally interesting would be a comparison of the treatment by 
each author of the three throws at Odysseus, by Antinoos, Eury- 
machos, and Ktesippos. But enough has been said to mark already 
the distinctive characteristics of the work of Seeck. He aims at 
definite, complete solutions, and of course thereby lays himself open 
to criticism much more than one who merely suggests methods for 
obtaining results. 

He has thus won for his eldest source, the " Odyssey of the 
archery-slaughter," material for the action of about twenty-four 
hours (p. 41). The action has a satisfactory close, but no such 
beginning, and a gap occurs between the two. The one must be 
supplied and the other filled out. But now that the method of 
the author has been illustrated, there is no call for full details in 
describing the gradual building up of his three main Odyssey 
sources. 

Briefly, then, the " Odyssey of the archery -slaughter " is gradu- 
ally expanded into an action of five days (pp. 76-82). It begins 
with an assumed landing from Thesprotia, where Odysseus has 
left his treasures to obtain advice from the oracle at Dodona. The 
Zeus-oracle takes the place, in this oldest source, of the Athene 
patronage in the younger ones. The material for this Thespro- 
tian introduction is drawn (at the suggestion of Niese and Wilam- 
owitz) from incidents in the story of the beggar (f 3i6ff.) about 
the wanderings of Odysseus. What the poem, as we now read 
it, presents as garrulous but entertaining lies, is assumed to be 
based on well known and poetically developed traits of the Odys- 
seus myth. The estimated length of the oldest Odyssey thus 
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won is about 3000 verses, a suitable amount for one day's 
recitation. Most uncertain to the majority of readers will prob- 
ably be the arguments for the service of Odysseus to Eumaios, 
which play such a part in the reconstruction of the second day's 
action. They are highly ingenious, but fanciful. Few will follow 
an analysis of so composite a poem as the Odyssey back to the 
elemental nature-myths, for which one of many poets may have 
shown a fondness which impaired his clearness. Still, it must be 
confessed that no adequate idea of the thoroughness of Seeck's 
analysis can be obtained from merely summarizing its results, and 
also that much which he records for the sake of completing a 
scheme, he does not himself insist upon as sure. Two features in 
his reconstruction of this earliest Odyssey seem secure : the Anti- 
noos throw dramatically preceding his death, and the promised visit 
to the hut of Eumaios of an untravelled Telemachos. But this 
does not involve the Thesprotian introduction, which, even if it 
could be proved, would be as abrupt and incomplete as a vocrrot 
from Kalypso's isle, and call as loudly for an apologue. 

For the sake of comparison, an outline sketch of the action for 
the five days of this Odyssey should be given. (Thesprotian v6<rros) 
+ | (in a younger version) | ,' o 301-336, 340-495 | , 2 p 10-25, 
182-253 (partly in younger version), 507-55°. 553-565. 5 6 9-6o6, 
■r 53-59, 61-389, 392-398, 467-477 + I .* v 276-278 [241-247], 
P 328-357, 365-491. 494-497.499-5 4. o- 158-303 (in later version), 
4, 5-14, 38-242, 244-294, 305-355, 359— x 22, 26-98, 310-329 I . 5 
Material for the third day is supplied by the visit of the untravelled 
Telemachos to the hut of Eumaios. 

A glance at the analysis of Wilamowitz will show the advances 
claimed by Seeck. He supplies the lost suitor-slaughter at the 
close of Wilamowitz's oldest Odyssey by his discovery that our 
present suitor-slaughter is really composed of two, but finds the 
opening of his oldest source in the Thesprotian adventures of 
Odysseus rather than in those of e— ^, by utilizing t 269ff. 
Seeck's oldest source is thus a tiW rather than a voa-ros. In chap. 
IV, the second vixvia, in a>, is held to be a later enlargement of this 
tiW, as also the boar-hunt (t 399-466) and the history of the bow 
of Iphitos (<j> 14-38.) 

One source for our Odyssey is thus secured, but the three throws 
at Odysseus have already indicated a triple source. The important 
element of the magical transformation of Odysseus by Athene, 
so strikingly developed but misused by Kirchhoff, so happily 
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improved by Wilamowitz, is now employed by Seeck (chap. V) 
to prove that the spear-slaughter existed in two forms, one involv- 
ing this transformation, the other not. Both modified forms of 
the original spear-slaughter were used by the final compiler of our 
Odyssey. This gives two more sources, then, for reconstruction, 
the " Odyssey of the Transformation," and the " Odyssey of the 
Telemachy," as they are henceforth called. In chapter VI the 
portions of the second half of our Odyssey which can be claimed 
for the Odyssey of the Transformation are one by one collected. 
The main clue, the magical transformation, is a plain and helpful 
one. Eurymachos is here the chief suitor, and Melantho his 
paramour (o- 325). The beggar-fight and passages showing a 
certain cultus of the dog (pp. 946*".), unfulfilled prophecies and 
useless preparations, which must originally have been fulfilled 
and utilized, are used to make up or suggest the body of the poem. 
Its Telemachos is distinguished from the Telemachos of a — S, and 
so all the compiler's references to his journey are removed. The 
result is much more uncertain than in the case of the first source, 
and this the author himself feels (p. 1 19). He regards this recon- 
struction as proving merely the possibility of reconstruction. 
Since he claims so little, it will not be necessary to show in detail 
the vague nature of many of the arguments by which he effects 
the reconstruction, as for instance those drawn from certain ethical 
features of the poems. His resulting poem will best be given 
after the analysis of the first half of our Odyssey, although suffi- 
cient exposition and introduction for it are already found in v, 
which is clearly the beginning of a new poem (an Ithaka poem), 
or of a new division of the same poem. 

Having thus reconstructed two sources for the compiler of our 
Odyssey, the author assumes an antecedent improbability that 
more than three sources were used by him (p. ngf.), and having 
briefly, but very inconclusively, attempted to justify this assump- 
tion, proceeds (chap. VII) to arrange the remaining fragments of 
the second part of our Odyssey into his Odyssey of the Tele- 
machy, which is to contain a second version of the spear-fight- 
The remnants, consisting principally of v, the book so mercilessly 
criticised by Bekker, abound in contradictory, clumsy, and un- 
poetical features, while here and there occurs a passage of highest 
excellence. Instead of assigning the good work to indefinite and 
sporadic sources, as Kirchhoff does (and Wilamowitz also, though 
with an attempt at greater definiteness), and the poor work to a 
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compiler, Seeck attempts to show that a consistent and poetical 
conception lies at the basis of all these fragments, especially when 
brought into connection with their proper Odyssey ; it is only the 
expression that is faulty. He therefore assumes for this mass of 
inequalities a continuous source, originally composed by a gifted 
poet, which a mediocre scribe attempted to reproduce from 
memory, filling up gaps, when his memory failed him, with pitiful 
makeshifts of his own. "Also die Conception des Ganzen 
gehort einem hochbegabten Dichter an, die Verse einem elenden 
Pfuscher" (p. 123). On this assumption the criteria for this third 
Odyssey are based. 

But it is plain that such an assumption lets down the bars of 
criticism to any monstrosity whatever. Anything can be assigned 
to such a poem. In the previous analyses, inconsistencies and 
contradictions are dwelt upon and emphasized as betokening 
variety of source. Now the process is reversed, the contradic- 
tions are handled apologetically, and even held to betoken com- 
munity of source — considering the nature of that source. The 
conclusion is therefore easily reached, that it is possible in this way 
to assign all remaining fragments of the second part of our Odys- 
sey to a single third source. This is done in detail (pp. 128-143), 
with some striking successes. A bold and travelled Telemachos 
is clearly developed, and other indications that this third source 
was a Telemachy are skilfully massed. This leads, of course, to 
the incorporation of a 88 — £ 619, following Wilamowitz in the 
treatment of a. Kirchhoff merely shows it to be poorly expressed, 
like v. Its thought and spirit are excellent. The hypothesis of 
poet, scribe, and compiler fits both equally well. Hence they 
belong together, and with them also the close of S. A supple- 
ment to this Telemachy, developing the Laertes hints, is a>, with 
constant allusions backward to a/3. The forward references in a/3 
to &), which Kirchhoff stamps as compiler's work, Seeck finds to 
be genuine parts of his original Telemachy. But in this Telemachy 
the first poet was also a compiler, incorporating voaroi from more 
than one source. And so we have this complicated origin for it 
at last : the original spear-slaughter, which had borrowed motives 
from the archery-slaughter, was enlarged into a Telemachy by a 
poet of original powers, who added his own composition and 
borrowed from v6<rroi ; this compilation the wretched scribe tried 
to reproduce, partly from memory, and partly by independent 
eftbrts of his own; this poor scribe's mosaic of remembered 
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and original verses was what the compiler of our Odyssey used. 
But is not this scribe a more wonderful creature even than Kirch- 
hoff's "Fortsetzer"? 

There remain for analysis c — p (chap. VIII, pp. 144-203). The 
occurrence of doublets, or pairs of variant versions, already ably 
used to show variety of source in & (pp. i4off.), is shown to be 
capable of wide application from £ to v. Here we find the most 
satisfactory work in the whole book, so far as the analysis into 
different sources is concerned. But as soon as the attempt is made 
to assign all these differentiated passages to just those two sources 
in the author's triple scheme which remain incomplete, the reason- 
ing is forced and the result doubtful. But of this the author himself 
is perfectly aware (p. 151). Two different Athenes and Nausikaas 
are well made out in f and 17. The same is done for Odysseus in 17, 
6, and v. Hence there must have been at least two versions of the 
Phaiakian episode, of parallel action, and extending into v. Other 
doublets are made significant — the two descriptions of the 
palace of Alkinoos, Helios and Poseidon, Kirke and Kalypso, 
Kirke and Teiresias, etc. — and the notorious differences between 
1 and k/x, and between the two parts of X, are happily utilized. 
The criteria of distinction in allotting to the two sources often 
become as vague as before in the reconstruction of the second 
source in v — <r. In one version Athene appears in person (Trans- 
formation Odyssey), in the other not (Telemachy Odyssey). In the 
first source, formal superiority is expected ; in the second, careless 
expression and indiscriminate borrowing. The modest Nausikaa 
goes to the first source, the bold one to the second. All reasons 
for athetesis fail in the Telemachy, since so much can be loaded 
upon the scribe. All perfection of form and elevation of senti- 
ment prejudice in favor of the Transformation Odys'sey. But the 
process need not be traced in detail. Analysis is searching, sug- 
gestive, and generally successful. Synthesis, while ingenious to a 
fault, is very uncertain. This criticism applies to the whole book 
as well as to this chapter. 

A rough outline of the composition of the last two sources 
may be added here for the sake of comparison, no attempt being 
made to indicate the slighter breaks, or the material supplied 
for the gaps in the reconstructed sources. The latter of course 
is all important in judging of the author's success. 

Odyssey of the Transformation (chap. IX) : a 1-87, 
« 43— £ 40, f— v {passim) give the first part, 2040 verses, Odys- 
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seus with Kalypso and the Phaiakians ; *£ {passim), wfxr (passim'), 
with a suitor-slaughter entirely supplied from scattered indicia, 
give the second part, ioio verses, describing three days of Odys- 
seus at Ithaka. The independence of the second part is freely 
admitted, and the suggestion made that it served as an appendage 
to the first, and was sung on some immediately following occasion 
(p. 21 if.). 

Odyssey of the Telemachy (chap. X) : k\/i (passim) begin 
the poem with the wanderings of Odysseus narrated in the third 
person. The natural pause after the arrival of Odysseus at 
Kalypso's isle is utilized to begin the journey of Telemachos, 
a 88 — 8 847. Then the story recurs to Odysseus with Kalypso 
and the Phaiakians, e — 6 (passim). The last division is devoted 
to Odysseus at Ithaka, v — <a (passim). ' To the whole poem 7050 
verses are assigned. It easily falls into four nearly equal cantos. 

The author even ventures on a diagram of his sources for the 
Odyssey, which is most interesting and graphic, if not entirely 
proven : 



Archery-slaughter. Kalypso-Iay. Kirke-lay. 




Odyssey. 

Looking back over the long and minute processes by which 
this result has been obtained, we must admire the fertility of 
resource and the facility of combination which have proved it pos- 
sible to string our entire Odyssey on the threads of three distinct 
sources. The most assured success we find in the reconstruction 
of the first source, though even here the terminus a quo is doubt- 
ful. In reconstructing the second source, the Odyssey of the 
Transformation, the vagueness of the tests applied (aside from 
that of the transformation itself), and the lack of connection 
between the two parts, make it practically a receptacle for all the 
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poetry of high excellence which cannot be claimed for the Archery- 
slaughter or the Telemachy. And as to the third source, the 
Telemachy, its criteria are so elastic that almost any remnant of 
any body of epic poetry could be assigned to it. But, though not 
conclusive in his entire reconstructions, the author may be con- 
gratulated on having characterized more definitely than had been 
done before the leading traits of three main sources, and on hav- 
ing more clearly distinguished parts of other sources not so easily 
to be combined into connected wholes. In aiming at the stars he 
has reached the mountain tops. He has also shed fresh light on 
the interpretation of many passages, and, above all, has done 
valiant service against that great infirmity of Homeric criticism, 
" das ewige Athetiren." With the enormous literature of Homeric 
criticism he shows a more patient acquaintance than Wilamowitz. 
It were hardly fair to blame him for not always knowing when his 
views have been anticipated, but the work of Christ of Munich on 
interpolations and iterati in Homer might well have claimed his 
careful attention. 

The methods of Quellenkritik are by no means the peculiar 
property of the professional historian, and they deserve a place 
beside dialectology in all attempts to deduce the history of the 
Greek Epos. Some of the results already securely won by them 
must soon find their way into our lexicons and commentaries. As 
soon as late poets or compilers took whole phrases or verses or 
passages as units of composition, there were incorporated into their 
poems numberless usages which are plainly clumsy and even false. 
Their clumsiness and falseness should be pointed out. There 
has been too much swallowing of camels on the part of com- 
mentators in efforts to make these usages seem good. Even in a 
periodical intended to further the popular study of the Hebrew 
Scriptures, we find the study of the sources from which some of 
the books are compiled a very prominent feature. " Particular 
phrases in the transcribed sections may not have the connection 
that they at first seem to have with the context in which they are 
now found" (Harper's Old Testament Student, Sept., 1887). ' In 

1 Die analyse der homerischen Gedichte ist zunachst wie die des penta- 
teuchs lediglich eine aufgabe philologischer kritik. Bibel und Homer (die 
beiden wurzeln aller unserer geistigen bildung) milssen zudem zunachst 
allein aus sich heraus verstanden und analysirt werden, und selbst die art 
ihrer tlberliefevung, die textgeschichte, fordert die parallelisirung heraus. 
(Wilamowitz, Horn. Unt., Widmung.) 
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such passages the question must often be not only what the words 
naturally mean, but also what they were intended to mean in their 
present connection. A collection of such cases in Homer as are 
most clearly established would be very helpful. We should be 
spared in future the necessity of making ?n-eiTa = tandem, 065, 
only because this verse is an easy improvement of K 244. We 
should be spared the still greater violence of trying to make 
oikov = BaKafiov in <\> 350, merely because Z 490 has been economi- 
cally utilized. A perfectly good verse, o 45, would be spared the 
indignity of. brackets merely because identical with K 158, where 
the Xa| jroSi Kiwjo-as is more natural. But were the bracketed verses 
which source-criticism restores to us to be enumerated, time and 
space would amply fail. " Ich weiss in der ganzen Odyssee," 
says Seeck (p. 168), " keinen einzigen handschriftlich gut beglaub- 
igten Vers, von dem ich die Behauptung wagen mochte, dass er 
in der Compilation des Bearbeiters nicht gestanden haben konne." 

Customs changed of course during periods of time separating 
different sources, so that in a 277, «Sra had become dowry gifts 
instead of suitor gifts. We are spared, then, the violence of trying 
to refer 01 Se of this verse to the suitors, and casting out the 
following verse. The geographical horizon was different in differ- 
ent sources. We need not feel compelled, then, to identify either 
peoples or places bearing the same or similar names. The Pylos 
of Nestor need not be always Messenian, nor always Triphylian. 
Again, the principles of navigation and the practices of sailors may 
vary in different sources. In matter as well as in form we must 
expect the poems to present us an infinite variety. 

But even the acute analysis of the historical source-hunter 
cannot impair the charm of the Odyssey. Even of v, that mon- 
strum horrendum of Bekker, Kirchhoff and Seeck have warm 
praise. And of a, the work of his compiler, Wilamowitz can say 
(p. 11), " diese Exposition will a geben, und, falls man sick nurin 
die notige Entfernung von dem Detail stellt, so gibt es sie vortreff- 
lich." Those who teach Homer probably find it difficult to 
decide just how far removed from the details of criticism they 
should keep their pupils. But for those who read the poems to 
enjoy them the separation is not a difficult one. 

The first part of the book closes with a chapter (chap. XI, 
" Lexikalische Bestatigungen ") which attempts to derive support 
for this analysis of the Odyssey from study and comparison of the 
vocabularies of each source. The author does not lay much weight 
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on the results of the study, and the relative length of the recon- 
structed sources, or their varying scenes and themes, will account 
for the most striking differences. With the contamination of 
sources which he admits, any very striking differences between 
Telemachy Odyssey and Transformation Odyssey are not to be 
expected. 

The second part of the book, in evident imitation of Wilamo- 
witz, is devoted to certain historical deductions from the foregoing 
analyses, and is entitled " Geschichte der Odyssee." Chapter I 
treats of the Odysseus myth, identifying the hero of course with the 
sun, and explaining the importance given in the myth to the insig- 
nificant island of Ithaka by its geographical situation on the west- 
ward horizon of the land where the myth was native, viz. Aitolia. 
Chapter II attempts to show Aitolian origin for the oldest source, 
the archery-slaughter. In chapter III the original poems of the 
wanderings, the Kalypso and Kirke lays, are examined for signs 
of their age and origin, but with no definite result, though faint 
indications point to a region not far from Aitolia, and a time not 
much later than that of the archery-slaughter. In chap. IV the 
original spear-slaughter Odyssey also is shown to be of west- 
Greek origin, and the possibility that its author was a native 
Ithakan living among a strange people, perhaps in Elis, in con- 
nection with the Olympic festival, is very ingeniously argued. 
Chapter V assigns the voa-roi of the Telemachy to a Korinthian colo- 
nist of the Chalkidic peninsula, and chap. VI the Telemachy itself, 
that wonderful conglomerate, to an Attic poet of about 550 B. C. 
It closed the Epic cyclus, which was a great Athenian edition of 
all the Homeric poems, undertaken in accordance with the «£ 
{mofioXrjs law of Solon. In chap. VII the Odyssey of the Trans- 
formation is assigned conjecturally either to an Italian Greek who 
had visited Delos, or an Asiatic Greek who had travelled in Italy and 
Sicily. In chap. VIII, finally, "Die Schlussredaction des Epos," 
the present form of the Odyssey is attributed to the commission 
of Peisistratos, which enlarged and completed the cyclus of Solon. 
In spite of Wilatnowitz, then, the commission of Peisistratos is 
brought again to honor. 

Most of the conclusions of this second part are based on the 
analysis of the Odyssey which the first part gives in such detail, 
and partake of the same uncertainty. But many original and 
stimulating views of controverted points in Homeric criticism are 
presented, especially in the first and last chapters, with a fresh 
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vigor which bespeaks the professional historian rather than the 
professional philologian. " Gewiss ware es ein grosses Gluck, 
wenn der Hermes des Praxiteles unverstummelt auf uns gekom- 
men ware, doch konnten wir seine fehlenden Glieder durch Hingabe 
der Venus von Milo erkaufen, so wiirde keiner auf den Tausch 
eingehn. So wollen wir denn auch die Torsi der drei Odysseen 
aus den Handen ihrer Verstiimmler, die zugleich ihre Retter 
waren, dankbar entgegennehmen, und an unserer Kenntniss des 
Alterthums, die leider ewig Stiickwerk bleiben muss, auch hier 
aus Stiicken weiterbauen." 

B. Perrin. 



